THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT__ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1) was
not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding
precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore THOVAS, KRASS, and SM TH, Adm ni strative Patent Judges.

KRASS, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of

claims 51 and 52. daim53 has been allowed by the exam ner.

! Application for patent filed June 2, 1995. According to
appel lants, this application is a divisional of Application
08/ 356, 926, filed Decenber 14, 1994, now abandoned; which is a
continuation of Application 07/964,590, filed October 20,
1992, now abandoned.
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The invention pertains to a nethod for transferring data
bet ween a conputer bus and a peripheral bus using an interface
device, the nature of which is apparent froma revi ew of
i ndependent claim51 reproduced as foll ows:

51. A nethod for transferring data between a conputer
bus and a peri pheral bus using an interface device coupled
bet ween said conmputer bus and said peripheral bus, said nethod
conprising the steps of:

receiving fromsaid conputer a request for an nth datum

reading and storing into said interface device said nth
datum from sai d peripheral bus; and

reading and storing into said interface device an n+lth
datum from sai d peripheral bus before said conputer bus
transmts a request for said n+lth datum said n+lth datum
havi ng an address adjacent to an address of said nth datum
read fromsaid peripheral bus.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng reference:
Barrett et al. [Barrett] 5,136, 692 Aug.
4, 1992

Clainms 51 and 52 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
unpat ent abl e over Barrett.

Ref erence is nade to the brief and answer for the
respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.

CPI NI ON

W affirm
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As the exam ner appears to read Barrett on claim51,
Barrett’s adapter 14 is analogous to the clainmed “interface
device” and bus 12 is the clained “conputer bus.” It is clear
t hat adapter 14 receives fromthe conputer bus 12 a request
for an nth datumwhich is then retrieved froma disk via a
peri pheral bus and the nth datumis read and stored into the
adapt er (adapter cache 54).

Barrett al so provides for “read ahead” commands wherein a
device driver within the processor 30 “provides a read ahead
command that is an anticipatory conmand antici pating the
future read conmand for a certain block of data” [colum 3,
lines 63-66]. These read ahead commands for the n+lth datum
cause a reading and storing into the adapter 14 fromthe
peri pheral bus. The issue before us, and as argued by
appel l ants, is whether this reading and storing of the n+lth
datumis “before said conputer bus transmts a request for
said n+lth datum” as cl ai ned.

Appel l ants argue that Barrett does not teach or suggest
this claimed imtation because the read ahead command is
provi ded by the device driver in Barrett which is | ocated

within processor 30. Therefore, reason appellants, the read
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ahead commands nust pass over the conputer bus 12 (from
processor 30 to adapter 14) which is contrary to the

requi renment of claim51 that the read ahead of the n+lth datum
nmust be “before the conputer bus transmits a request for the
n+lth datum” We m ght agree with appellants’ position if the
cited claimlanguage read “before said conputer bus transmts
any request for said n+lth datum” However, as presently
witten, it is our view that the instant claimlanguage is
broad enough to cover the situation disclosed by Barrett.

The instant claimlanguage does not preclude an original
read ahead conmmand bei ng i ssued by the device driver over
conputer bus 12 to the adapter 14 in Barrett. The adapter 14
then retrieves the n+lth datumfroma disk and places it in
t he adapter cache. It nmay never be used but the systemawaits
a formal request by the processor 30 for the n+lth datum
Shoul d that formal request for the n+lth datum cone from
processor 30, i.e., the conputer bus transmts a request for
said n+lth datum the n+lth datum has al ready been read and
stored into the adapter 14 (“said interface device”) by the
previ ous read ahead conmmand and it has been done “before said

conputer bus transmts a request for said n+tlth datum” as
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required by the claim Again, had the claimrequired “before
the conputer bus transmts any request for said n+lth datum”
this woul d have precluded the first read ahead command from

t he device driver since that command woul d have had to be
transmtted by the conputer bus.

Thus, we do not read claimb51 as precluding the situation
wherein the anticipatory read ahead command fromthe device
driver over the conputer bus causes the n+lth datum from bei ng
stored in the adapter cache and, when, and if, the actual
command cones fromthe conputer to read the n+lth data, it can
be reasonably said that the n+lth datum has been read and
stored fromthe peripheral bus into the interface (adapter)
device “before said conputer bus transmts a request [i.e.,

t he actual request, as opposed to the read ahead request] for
said n+lth datum..”

Claimb2 falls with claim51 as there is no separate
argunent by appellant as to the nerits of the additional
[imtation of claimb52.

The exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 51 and 52 under

35 US.C. § 103 is affirned.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection wth this appeal

§ 1.136(a).

EAK/j 1 b

AFFI RVED

JAVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

ERROL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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may be extended under 37 CFR
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